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36 years. During that period, its rationale and goals have
changed. For the most part, its principal purpose was either to
modify the international behavior of Fidel Castro and his Communist
government, which Washington regarded as a threat to U.S. strategic
interests, or to eliminate the regime entirely. As long as those goals
proved unattainable, Washington settled for a secondary goal of isolat-
ing and containing Cuba. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
end of Moscow’s substantial economic aid to the island, Washington
lfaS trlgd to take advantage of Cuba’s new economic vulnerability by
tl81"t<3r'llng thg embargo in order to prevent the Castro government from
;efr\’/l\?cﬁ Sov1e,:t aid .with foreign investment and other capital. The goal
by £ ashington’s policy remains the disappearance of the Castro regime,
y V\C;ICII}g either reform or revolt on the island.
up ina:fll;ngton’s post-Cold War policy toward Cuba has been caught
in generajger debate concerning the effectiveness of economic sanctions
ing chaar. and of unilateral sanctions in particular as a way of produc-
admings tgrz tI.n tl}e nature and behavior of hostile regimes. Critics of the
Ve ot v, 101:1 s Cuba policy argue that U.S. sanctions against Cuba
larly now tﬁra tiﬁ f(g decades.and that it is “time for a change,” particu-
attoUs inteiestdd”n‘{:[ar is over and Havana is no longer a serious
"eSpond better . s. They believe that the Cagtro government would
- policy i 0 incentives rather than to punishment. Supporters of
not}:vm iontre.lst, argue the opposite. They claim that the embargo
dol ars ork during the Cold War, when Havana received billions of
fnually from Moscow. Now that this aid has disappeared,

THE U.S. ECONOMIC embargo against Cuba has been in place for
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Washington's ability to influence Castro’s behavior, and perhaps ey,
to topple him, has increased. Their conclusion: The U.S. embarg
should not only be continued but tightened.

Who is right? To a large extent, it is impossible to resolve this arg,
ment, not only concerning Cuba but in regard to any other country thy
is the object of economic sanctions. If the Castro government werej,
collapse tomorrow, supporters of the recently tightened U.S. embary,
would proclaim the success of their policy preference. Critics of Ug
policy toward Cuba, on the other hand, would argue that the regime}
collapse had less to do with Washington’s policy than with the end,
Soviet aid, the imperatives of the new global economy, the informatiyg
revolution, and/or the policy of engagement pursued by Europeang
and others in Cuba. ]

Furthermore, critics of U.S. sanctions against Cuba have a debatiny
advantage. All they need to charge is that the policy has not produce
the overthrow or collapse of the Castro regime. They are under u
obligation to prove that their preferred policy option—a policy d
engagement—would cause the Castro government to collapse o
become more democratic and less hostile to U.S. interests. Because thei
policy of engagement has not been tried over an extended period, there
fore, the critics usually are given the benefit of the doubt. |

Despite current differences in opinion regarding U.S. policy towarl
Cuba, for much of its history the policy did not generate strong opposg
tion within the United States. Particularly during the Cold War, whid
shaped U.S. policy toward Cuba during the first 27 years of g
embargo, it was not difficult to convince the U.S. public that the Castrg
regime posed a threat to U.S. interests. This was especially true in th
aftermath of the Cuban missile crisis of 1962 and during the followiﬂ$§
decade, characterized by a growing Soviet influence over the islaﬂdg;_.
Only since the Soviet collapse has any significant opposition to i
embargo developed within the United States. It has been fueled
only by the demise of the Soviet bloc but also by the normalization
U.S. relations with other formerly hostile communist regimes, such
Vietnam and, to a lesser extent, North Korea.

Ultimately, the charge of inconsistency in U.S. policy will not Pfov';
effective in ending the embargo. Each country provides different opp”
tunities and constraints for U.S. policy. As long as U.S. goals are COITSﬁ;
tent, Washington will be able to justify using different means to ach®
a common end. What may prove more of an obstacle to sustaining " .
embargo against Cuba, however, are the growing costs of doing 50
Specifically, we are alienating our friends and allies whose cooper?
is needed on other issues of importance to U.S. and global security
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One final aspect of the Cuba sanctions debate concerns the strong
and unwavering support for sanctions on the part of the Cuban Amer-
jcan population, whose voting power is concentrated in two important
states, Florida and New Jersey, and whose main lobby, the Cuban
American National Foundation, is well organized and financed. Critics
of Washington’s Cuba policy often imply or state that the sanctions are
illegitimate because they “only” or “mainly” reflect the views of a small
put powerful minority. Or the critics assume that the U.S. public does
not really care about Cuba and would be willing to go along witha U.S.
policy of engagement with the Castro government.

U.S. foreign policy, of course, always has been shaped to varying
degrees by domestic interest groups. As the United States is a represen-
tative democracy, its foreign policy must, to some extent, reflect domes-
tic values and institutions. During the Cold War, however, when
Washington and Moscow were engaged in what many U.S. citizens saw
as a life-or-death global competition, the U.S. president could defeat
even well-organized domestic groups in the name of larger strategic
concerns. Since the Soviet collapse, doing so is much more difficult. The
power of the Cuban American lobby on the Cuba sanctions issue
rgﬂects the more general phenomenon of the increased clout of domes-
tic actors in shaping foreign policy in the post-Cold War era.

Origins of the Economic Embargo

'[Ij'hse embargo, which d.ates from 1962, was the culmination of unilateral
tl{e -éeigonses to a series of developments in Cuba during the height of
prete ; \}/1Var,. developments that the Kennedy administration inter-
Cuban als ZVlng put Castro’s Cuba squarely in the Soviet camp.! The
announ 93 er called off promised elections in April 1959 and
assistanze IISlhortly thereafter that Cuba did not want U.S. economic
expropri :t~i May Cuba adopted an agrarian reform law that led to the
TeVolution'on of U.S.-owned properties on the island. In February of the
ment undes second year, Moscow and Havana signed a trade agree-
uba ang : which the Sov1et‘ Union agreed to purchase sugar from
ight Eise(;;upply Cuba with crude oil. In March 1960 President
Cgin traing gwer secrgtly ordere:d the Central Intelligence Agency to
8oVernment g kuban e)_ules for an invasion of Cuba. In June the Castro
il. When theas ed foreign-owned oil refineries to process Soviet crude
Us. Ongresy refuseq todo so, .they were nationalized. In response, the
Qota of oy ai 'Zlu]tahquzed President Eisenhower to cut off the yearly
Two days lagt 0 be imported from Cuba under the Sugar Act of 1948.
€1, on July 5, the Cuban government authorized the nation-
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alization of all U.S. property in Cuba, valued at some $1.8 billion. Th
next day Eisenhower cut Cuba’s remaining sugar quota for 1960 by |

95 percent. Between August and October, the Cuba}n governmen
nationalized U.S.-owned banks, industrial and agrarian enterpr}Sesl
and wholesale and retail enterprises. In December Eisenhower fixeq
! 1 sugar quota at zero.
Cugisi:r?ftary 1g, 19%1, Cuba restricted personne.l m the U.S. Embassy in
Havana to a maximum of 11 and gave the remairung embassy staff two
days to leave the country. The United States then broke off dlplomanc
relations with Cuba, and travel by U.S. citizens to Cuba was forbidden
shortly thereafter. The Commerce Department had embargoed Us
exports of goods and technical data to Cuba in October of the prec.edmg
year. On April 17, 1961, the day after Castro opgnly proclaimed h}s rev-
olution to be “socialist,” the Bay of Pigs invasion occurred. It failed to
topgf Si:e;ig;ber 4 Congress passed the Foreign Assistance Act gf 191,
prohibiting aid to Cuba and authorizing the president to establish and
maintain “a total embargo upon all trade betwee.n t'he United Sftates and
Cuba.” President John Kennedy already had similar authority und}t\er
the Trading with the Enemy Act of 1917. On February 7, 1962, he
declared an embargo on all trade with Cub.a..On Auguit 1 Congres?
amended the Foreign Assistance Act to prohibit U.S. aid “to arflyéj cc:)t;n”
try which furnishes assistance to the present government 0 ?ﬁr.st
Implementing authority lay mainly with the Treasury Departmer(; e
under the Cuban Import Regulations issued in 1962 and then unae:
Cuban Assets Control Regulations issued in 1963.

' i ibit &
The unilateral U.S. embargo targeted only Cuba and did not prohibit |

third parties from trading with the island. It did have extraterritor

: h rd B
aspects, however, in that it prohibited the reexportation from thi

countries to Cuba of commodities or technical data of U.S. oxéizgén-w
early 1963, moreover, National Security Action Memorandumt . P
hibited shipments of cargoes paid for by the U.S. governmen

ary b &
eign flag vessels that had called at a Cuban port on or after Jantt 1y

1963. And in December 1963 Congress amended the Foreign ASSi:g;nenf
Act to prohibit U.S. aid to countries that failed to take steps to PI*" " ;

. . . ubd
aircraft or ships under their registry from engaging in trade twf(;tgbif
Initially foreign subsidiaries of U.S. corporations were not p O igo
from trading with Cuba, although the Tr'easury Departlirlleied o
ously pursued an informal policy of applying pressure to Unl ]

. ) .1 M ar \
parent companies to ensure that their foreign afflhatef3 volunt v
refrained from engaging in any transactions with Cuba.
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Despite its unilateral nature, the embargo became multilateral in
ractice within most of the Western Hemisphere. The Organization of
American States, megting in Punta del Este in January 1962, first
imposed limited sanctions on Cuba and excluded its “present govern-
ment” from participating in the inter-American system. Two years after
the Punta del Este vote, the Organization of American States (OAS)
voted to require its members to break diplomatic relations with
Havana, to impose a collective trade embargo on Cuba (excluding food-
stuffs, medicine, and medical equipment for humanitarian purposes),
and to suspend sea transportation with the island. The vote was partly
the result of U.S. pressure. However, Latin American governments also
were responding to the Castro government’s efforts to spread Commu-
nist revolution to their countries.

The main rationale for the economic embargo was the threat to U.S.
national security posed by a Communist Cuba that, by February 1962,
had become allied economically and militarily with the Soviet Union.
The embargo, however, was at best a second-choice policy that was
implemented in the aftermath of the previous year’s failed Bay of Pigs
invasion. The embargo therefore represented Washington’s effort to
make the best of a bad situation. The Castro threat was real, yet the tools
that Washington had at its disposal to overthrow, or even contain,
Castro were at best limited and, at worst, inadequate for the task.

The fact that Cuba was an island provided some hope that an
embargo might at least contain the Castro government. On the other
hand, the recognition that Soviet trade with and aid to the island would
Rot be ’a’ffected by the embargo made it difficult to believe that it could
it;vg:];a Of course, in 1962, .when the.s United States unilaterally imposed
the Sovi;tg([)J against Cuba, it was still ul}clear how much economic aid
importart & mtl(-);l would provide to the island over the long term. It is
best possih 1(; s Es, however, tl:lat the ernbargo was never considered the

0 regime Ingto Siy .that Washington could unplgment ag'ainst the Cas-

Signal Was hiﬁa , ltl was deemed better than/domg ngtlrung. At least it
¢ embarne glton s dlsapprqval of Havana’s behavior.

e threat prege at s;;) l:vas never intended to be? the only U.S. response to

apProache, o Ifl ; y Castro’s Cuba; rather it was to be one of several

rogress, 5 $ 20 lf.;lffwed .by one year .the creation 9f the Alliance for

chieve highor | 1 11on aid program aimed at helping Latin America

Poverty apoy o Seve s of economic development and thereby reduce the

ery that were thought to make Communist revolutions

€ven probable. In addition, the Kennedy administration

{Dossible or
qunche <
d an ambitious counterinsurgency program in order to help



40  Susan Kaufman Purcell

Latin American militaries prevail against Cuban-trained and armeq
Marxist guerrillas operating in the region.

Early Impact of the Embargo

Until the revolution, Cuba’s economy had been closely linked with that
of the United States. The United States had been Cuba’s main trading
partner and its principal foreign investor. In addition, it was the pring.
pal market for sugar, Cuba’s chief export. Cuba also had earned sub-
stantial amounts of dollars from its tourist industry—and tourism from
the United States far exceeded that from any other country.

By suddenly depriving Cuba of its main market and source of hard |

currency, the U.S. embargo caused great hardship for both the Cuban
government and people. It also may have accelerated the process
whereby Cuba became more dependent on the Soviet Union. On the
other hand, there is ample evidence that Castro had no desire to main-
tain a capitalist economic system or Cuba’s close economic ties with the
United States. In order to eliminate both, however, he needed first to dis-
mantle the Cuban military, so as to avoid a coup against him, and then
get the Soviet Union to back his regime. While the U.S. embargo may
have given Castro a rationale for forging closer ties with Moscow and
may have given the USSR a good excuse for strengthening its alliance
with “the enemy of its enemy,” it also can be argued that the Cuban-
Soviet alliance would have developed more or less as it did even without
the embargo, since it served the interests of both Moscow and Havana.
The embargo also proved costly to the United States, specifically 0
those companies that had been heavily involved in trade with Cuba of
that already had made substantial investments on the island. More
costly than the embargo, however, were other aspects of U.S. policy that

were adopted to offset or counter the threat that the Castro regim¢ §

posed to U.S. interests in the hemisphere. Included here is the $20 biF
lion Alliance for Progress, the costs of the counterinsurgency prograt
as well as other forms of U.S. military aid to the region.

On the positive side, there were no additional Marxist revo

If the embargo did play a role in containing the spread of Cuban

munism, it did so only in combination with the economic and milit?" &

aid that the United States provided to the rest of Latin America P
of its overall policy of containment.

Jutions if
the Western Hemisphere until 1979. Whether this was primari.ly thz
result of the embargo, or of the combination of policies that Washing® a
implemented following the Cuban revolution, or of other develoP

ments having little or nothing to do with U.S. policy remains debata ;
cot™
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pétente and the Loosening of the Embargo

Two developments in the 1970s changed Washington’s thinking on the
embargo. Most important was détente with the Soviet Union, which
reduced Washington’s concerns regarding Soviet expansion in the
Western Hemisphere. The fact that Latin America’s Marxist guerrilla
movements had been defeated by the end of the 1960s—the result of
action by the region’s U.S.-aided militaries—contributed to Washing-
ton’s diminished preoccupation.

The other important factor was the U.S. defeat in Vietnam, which
made the United States look less powerful to Latin American govern-
ments and encouraged them to chart a more independent course. In
1975, for example, the Organization of American States voted to lift its
embargo of Cuba and instead to allow each member country to decide
what kind of trade relations it wished to have with the island. The
administration of President Gerald Ford then partially relaxed its prohi-
b.ition against foreign subsidiary trade with Cuba, explaining the deci-
sion as an effort to improve U.S. relations with third countries and to
conform to the OAS resolution regarding trade with Cuba. Washington
also relaxed its prohibition against third-country exports to Cuba that
:(())ntamed U.S.-origin parts, allowing such countries to request licenses
. ;igiﬁr g‘;ioods containing up to 20 percent of such parts. The denial of
e e dco'[l'll?mes' tl}alt permitted their ships to trade with Cuba also
et e'ti1 these limited efforts of the Ford administration to improve
tons of th(V)Vl de Castro regime were halted abruptly when Cuba sent
the Libers tlilsan fs of troops to Angola to help the Popular Movement for
Presidenc'zr}icr)n r":s\nggla (MPLA) in its struggle against Jonas Savimbi.
ordinate fenr ot Coy arte'zr, who had criticized the United States’ in-
Cuba's intemyens; mmunism, Chose.to downplay the extent to which
interests, 1o tel?erz?oz tfl;itﬁng?gm Clyil war constituted a threat to U.S.

S desire o werl e er i erall}zec‘l the embar‘go a.nd made clear
Washington allerq a normalization 9f relations with Cuba. In
lapse, thereby vt owe pfa§sport restrictions on travel to Cuba to
alloweg U.S.ytra 3 1mg U.S. citizens to goto the island as tourists. It also
travel ang Jropn elers to spex)d .dollars if such expenditures involved
egulations vy & expenses within Cuba. The following year Treasury
atives § ere changed to permit U.S. residents to send -

1 Cuba. The Carter admini i e o <
S.and Cuban it administration also agreed to the opening of
erest sections in Havana and Washington, respec-

tiVely
- These
ture date, Were expected to lead to the exchange of ambassadors at a
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Carter’s plans for improved relations between Washingtqn ang
Havana were undermined when Castro sent Cuban troops to fight on
the side of Marxist rebels in Ethiopia in late 1977. Carter felt thy
the Cuban leader had betrayed him. The Cuban government asserteq
then—and continues to claim—that conflicts be.tween Havana anq
Washington over international issues can be negotla.ted _but are not rel.
evant to discussions regarding the possible normalization of relationg

n the United States and Cuba.*
betXl‘:f\ough the changes in U.S. policy toward Cuba in the mid-197(5
corresponded to new international realities, they also were ba}sed ona
series of assumptions regarding the determinants of Castro’s attitude and
behavior toward the United States. Supporters of a more relaxefd
embargo had argued that Castro’s behavior was a reaction to U.S. hostil
ity toward him and his regime. They therefore as_sumed that ‘petter treat:
ment by Washington would lead to less provocative and hostll_e behavior
on the part of Castro. Instead, Castro’s behavior seemed to validate those

who had argued that he would interpret a more liberal policy toward f&

Cuba as a sign of U.S. weakness, which he would turn to his advantage.

Perhaps more important in explaining Castro’s behavior, however, B

was the willingness of the Soviet Union to continue bankrolling his 7

Washington’s loosening—or tightening—of the embargo remained
Jargely irrelevant to the Cuban regime as long as Castro coul.d.count 03
receiving billions of dollars of Soviet economic and military a
annually.

The End of Détente and the Tightening
of the Embargo

Cuba’s exploits in Africa were but a prelude to resumed'revoluhogat;}i
activity in the Western Hemisphere. In 1979 two Marxist gr(glrznada ;
umphed in the Caribbean Basin—the New Jewel MoYement in ol
and the Sandinistas in Nicaragua. Castro played a Rarhcu]arly crutClC b i
in training the Sandinistas. Within days of their triumph, he sen et ?
advisers to Nicaragua to advise and organize th.e new Marxist ci;or
ment. He also continued to aid the Marxist guernllgs in El Salv:lin o' B
In response to two successful Marxist revolutlo.ns in Was T
“packyard,” the Carter administration began pursumg—relft;c Aot -
more hard-line policy in the Caribbean Basin. Carter cut 0 da o) ad y
Sandinista government (after being forced by Congress to Ohs s i
increased military aid to El Salvador during the final mont
administration.
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policy toward Cuba, however, remained essentially the same until
the electiont of Ronald Reagan as president in 1980. After Secretary of
gtate Alexander Haig vowed to ”g'o to the source” .of the Central Amer-
jcan unrest—that is, Cuba—Washington once again severely restricted
qravel to the island, initially by limiting the ability of U.S. citizens to
spend dollars there. In 1982 the restrictions were tightened further so
that only a narrowly defined group of professionals were permitted to
travel to Cuba for research purposes. In 1988 Congress asked the
administration to submit recommendations for tightening the embargo
against Cuban-origin imports. The Treasury Department also launched
an initiative to block access to U.S. ports by Cuban shipping companies
operating in third countries.

The embargo was tightened in order to increase the costs to Castro of
fomenting revolution abroad—essentially the same rationale that
Washington used for supporting counterrevolutionary movements in
Nicaragua, Afghanistan, and Angola. Unlike the situation in the early
1960s, serious thought no longer was given to invading Cuba. The U.S.-
Soviet agreement that had ended the missile crisis had included a U.S.
promise not to use force to overthrow the Cuban government. In addi-
tion, the fact that the Cuban military had become one of the largest,
best-trained, and most experienced militaries in the hemisphere had
made the costs to the United States of any attempted military invasion
prohibitive. On the other hand, although a tightened embargo would
increase the costs to Castro of spreading revolutionary unrest, the fact
that the Soviets were providing him with billions of dollars annually
made it doubtful that his efforts would be seriously undermined.
¥IIS’t.ead, increased sanctions should be seen more as a symbolic move,
mdlcz?ting Washington’s disapproval of Cuba’s behavior.
th This does not mean that the embargo had no economic impact during

e Cold War. One European study claims that it cost Cuba approximately
for Elcﬂ(;gl(; r?:i/er Rthls 30-year period.> A prelin':jnary study by t1.1e Institute
reached & 1 ¢ Research f’f Juceplan, Cuba. s central planning board,

e oco Sl_rmlar conclusion.t The fact remains, however, that whatever
. nomic cost of the embargo to Cuba in dollar terms, it was largely
"Televant since the Soviet Union, n t Cub ing for C ’
l“ﬁonary o , not Cuba, was paying for Castro’s revo-
Of its cogts £ i}al es. T"he em.bargo therefore should be measured in terms
into a cloge r0 e Soviet Union. To.the extent that it helped draw Moscow
COntributeq and very costly relationship vs{1th the Castro government, it

9805, O, thSOmewhat to the USSR’S growing economic problems in the
in termg o tﬁ other hand, the Soviets got good value for their investment
effort, g € problems that Castro caused for the United States and the

€, and cost involved in dealing with them.
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The Soviet Collapse and the Cuba
Democracy Act of 1992

The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989 led longtime critics of the Ug,
embargo to hope for a liberalization of U.S. pohc'y toward Cuba. The
assumed that since the embargo was intimately linked to the Cold Wy
and the Soviet threat to U.S. national security, the end of the Cold Wy
would make the embargo obsolete. They also assumed thatc the fact tht
the embargo had never “worked,” in the sense of overturning Castro or
making him behave in a manner less hostile to U.IS. interests, would
strengthen the rationale for “trying something .new.’ 7 Sugporters of the [
embargo, however, came to exactly the opposite conclusion. Tt-1ey rea-
soned that the embargo had never “worked” because the ?qwets ha}d
provided the Castro government with approximately $6 billion of aid
each year. Without Soviet aid, they concluded, Castro would be more
vulnerable to U.S. economic sanctions.® - .
The administration of George Bush, having worked out a diplomatic
solution to end the Nicaraguan civil war, seemed to !ean more toward
the argument that it was time to adopt a less hard-line pc.>l1c¥ towa.rd
Cuba. On the other hand, the upcoming presidential election in which
Bush was seeking to be reelected ultimately led hlm instead to support
some tightening of the embargo in order pa.rtlally to accommodatf
hard-line Republicans within his party, including many Cuban .Amt;r;t
cans. Early in 1992 Bush therefore barred from U.S. ports any shlpsd_
served routes to or from Cuba. He also tightened regulations regarding

the sending of money and parcels by Cuban Americans to their relativeens
in Cuba. Bill Clinton, the Democratic presidential candidate, went €V

further, supporting passage of the Cuba Democracy Act, which sought

to penalize U.S. companies whose foreign subsidiaries traded with th¢ §

island nation. Bush followed suit. Neither he nor Clinton could affo

to write off Florida's 25 electoral votes and New Jersey’s 15. .
The focus on foreign subsidiaries was the result of a growing lrezrp

tion that trade between foreign subsidiaries of U.S. multinational ¢

b

pes

have in the absence of Soviet aid. Between 1980 and 1990 the totalcf;‘{n?
ber of license applications to the U.S. Treasury f(?r purposes of exf;lue o
to Cuba had increased from 164 to 321. More significantly, thfn‘if1 ion
subsidiary trade increased from $292 million in 1980 to $705 o
1990. Of this amount, 76 percent were Cuban imports, and 71 per . o
these imports were foodstuffs. The countries th‘at accounted for 1;1';
this subsidiary trade were Switzerland, Argentina, France, Canad®

o b
ad |
rations and Cuba was undermining the impact the U.S. embargo 0 E“

-
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The Cuba Democracy Act—or, informal‘ly, t?\e Torricelli bill, named
after Democratic Congressman Robert To'rr‘m‘elh of N ew ]ersey—further
discouraged trade with Cuba by pro'hlbltmg ships entering Cuban

orts for purposes of trade from loading or unloading freight in the
United States for 180 days. It also sought to reduce Cuba’s access to dol-
Jars by more tightly restricting the kinds of U.S. citizens who could
spend money in Cuba without special permission from the U.S. Trea-
sury, and required those seeking to send remittances to the island to get
licenses from the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Asset Controls. The act
also authorized, but did not require, the president to declare any coun-
try providing assistance to Cuba ineligible for aid under the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, ineligible for assistance or sales under the Arms
Export Control Act, and ineligible under any program providing for the
forgiveness or reduction of debt owed to the U.S. government.

These efforts to tighten the U.S. embargo against Cuba represented
the “stick” side of the Cuba Democracy Act. There was also a “carrot”
side that allowed the president to waive the prohibitions on foreign
subsidiary trade or the restrictions on third-country vessels trading
with Cuba if and when he determined that the Cuban government had
held free, fair, and internationally supervised elections; had allowed
opposition parties sufficient time to organize and campaign; and had
given them full access to the media, showed respect for civil liberties
and human rights, and was moving toward the establishment of a mar-
ket economy. On the assumption that increased communication
between the United States and Cuba would strengthen internal opposi-
tion to the Castro regime, the bill also authorized expanded telephone
and mail service to the island.

The passage of that act also reflected the new post-Cold War era.
b“fth the collapse of the Soviet Union, the U.S. embargo could no longer

Justified by reference to the Soviet threat. Nor could it be justified as
Pu‘f]lilsthn_lent for Cubap support for revolution abroad, since the loss of
tion e (aéd t1,1ad made it all but im;?ossible for Cuba to “export revolu-

ar;(ist uba s'teadfastl'y had denied charges that it was supporting
Claimey i%ﬁerrlllas durmg the Cold War; after the Soviet collapse, it

viet thy ad stopped doing _so.) As aresult of the disappearance of the
terme of t;atl therefore,’Washmgton began to explain its Cuba policy in
Market ecoe need to bn-ng democracy, respect for human rights, and a

nomy to the island.°

Cubai @;goveMent also believefi that the continued isolation of the
tively new dmment was a good .thmg. Most of Latin America’s rela-
Process (, s €mocracies were _stlll.fraglle, and the region was in the
Molyeq h Pening and reforming its foz:mgrlx statist economies. This

e TMmmrlaea ot ,
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at least in the short run, reduced living standards and increased unem.
ployment. In this context, it was deemed better to deprive the Casty,
government of the resources that would have enabled it to cause add;. §&
tional problems for Latin America’s already beleaguered governments 8

Given that Castro’s adventures in Latin America had depended greatly
on his ability to fund them, this conclusion was reasonable.

At the same time, however, Washington favored establishing more
contact with, and providing assistance to, the Cuban people. This con- |
tact and assistance would help offset their dependence on the Castro §
government for information and enable the regime’s opponents to com- ’:

municate and organize more effectively. This, then, became the ratio-

nale for the so-called Track II of the Cuba Democracy Act, which |
encouraged an increase in contact and communication with non- 4 :
government groups and individuals on.the island via telecommunica-

tions, visits by authorized U.S. travelers, and the like.

The hard-line provisions of the Cuba Democracy Act appear to have ;

accomplished some of their goals. By July 1993 the Cuban government
had admitted that the law had raised its shipping costs by 42 percent. A
study published by the Institute of European-Latin-American Relations
(IRELA), a European Union think tank, found that by December 1993
the act had cost Cuba about $1 billion, resulting from the higher prices
that the country had to pay for imports and because of difficulties in
exporting, problems with fleets, and so on."

The Cuba Democracy Act took effect in 1992, the same year in which
all Soviet aid remaining in the pipeline to Cuba dried up. The year 1993
marked the beginning of Cuba’s efforts to attract foreign capital in order
to offset the loss of Soviet aid. Between 1993 and 1996 (when the so-
called Helms-Burton law further tightened the U.S. embargo), the
Castro government allowed Cubans to hold and use dollars and othef
foreign currencies, permitted self-employment by individual Cubansf
more than 100 job categories, and approved the creation of free farmers
markets and a number of retail markets for handicrafts and surplus
products made by state enterprises. The government also began wer
coming foreign investment, particularly in the tourism industry, W
strictly controlling the hiring and payment of workers as well as the
ability of ordinary Cubans to use the new recreation facilities.

Since one of the goals of the Cuba Democracy Act was to move C“bs
toward a market economy, the implementation of these and relat®
reforms can be regarded as a positive impact of the legislation. & 5
other hand, the need for hard currency in the absence of Soviet aid W
undoubtedly a more direct cause of Cuba’s limited economic operi®®
Nevertheless, the act exacerbated Cuba’s hard-currency shortage by r@
ing the costs of production and trade. As a result, Cuba was forced to™

"
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The conclusion that iche U.S. embargo did significant damage to Cuba
after the implemen.tatlc,m of the Cuba Democracy Act is also evident
from the Castro regime’s energgtic campaign, following its passage, to
have the embargo hfted.' During the Cold War, Castro and his col-
Jeagues repeatedly had minimized the embargo’s impact, claiming that
they did not care 'wheth.er Washington lifted it or not. After the Soviet
coliapse and the tightening of the embargo, Cuban officials announced
that the removal of the embargo was their top international priority.2

It is important to note, because of what came later, that the Euro-
peans, Canadians, and Mexicans in particular had strongly opposed the
Cuba Democracy {&ct a.nd had threatened to fight it. They objected par-
ticularly to the legislation’s extraterritorial reach, in that it stopped U.S.
subsidiaries in foreign countries from trading with a third country.!®
The actlons.of the three governments, however, never matched their
early rheto_nc. Insteafi, the‘:y seemed to resign themselves to the third-
party sanctions contained in the new legislation—possibly because they
soon realized that their own companies would benefit economically
fron} the act. Alth01.1gh‘the legislation barred U.S. subsidiaries from
tradmg w_1th Cuba, it did not forbid foreign-owned enterprises from
gngégmg in such trade. Tl.le Torricelli bill therefore ended up benefiting
or;:gn economic enterprises at the expense of U.S. companies.

o nsetc;)}?d reason wh):' Eurgpeans and others did not fight strongly
Cﬁan Z : e act was t'helr behef t.hat U.S. policy toward Cuba would
e ge during the Clinton administration. Despite the fact that Clinton
supported the act during the campaign, a number of his k i
American poli ki i ration of relatiors o
iy policymakers had favored normalization of relations with
e Castro government wh i ini
fion, As sy 1 nt when they had served in the Carter administra-
ok wouth Su ktl,n e Elfropeans and others may have decided that it was
. rescindrrclla g an issue of the Cuba Democracy Act, since it would
linton e :ul §oon. Stll} another possibility is that they believed that
which allog & er'nphasme the so-called Track II part of the legislation,
People, rait, (;; Increased contact and communication with the Cuban
of the llaw er tam the harder-line .Track L, or third-party sanctions part
others gig nwohat foelirer the gxplanatlon, th(f fact that the Europeans and
action undeuptet O\Ithhlelu Ve‘:rbal opposition to the act with concrete
Very different b h;i’ eft t e Clinton administration unprepared for their
vior with regard to the Helms-Burton law.
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to at least a portion of the hard currency needed to keep its econg
functioning, albeit at a relatively low level. The reforms made it attraq,
tive for foreign companies to invest in sectors such as tourism, mjp;
and telecommunications without having to worry about U.S. com ot
tors. Furthermore, Cuba’s desperate economic straits and its inability to
enter the U.S. market allowed these foreign companies to drive 3 harg
bargain with the Castro regime. As a result, foreign investment in Cubg
increased dramatically between 1993 and 1996.

What was particularly disturbing to the representatives of the Cubap
American community in Congress was the fact that many of these
investments involved former U.S. properties that had been confiscateq
by the Castro government shortly after it took power. The combinatig,
of the influx of foreign capital (which helped offset the Castro gover.
ment’s loss of Soviet aid) and its use of expropriated U.S. property leq
in February 1996 to the passage of the Cuba Liberty and Democratic So].
idarity (Libertad) Act, or the so-called Helms-Burton Act. President
Clinton originally had opposed several of its most punitive provisions
but felt obliged to sign the legislation following the shoot-down by
Cuban MiGs in international waters of two small private planes piloted
by Cuban Americans.

The bill, which passed both houses of Congress with overwhelming
support, was signed by Clinton on March 12, 1996. The two most con-
troversial provisions of the new law are Title III and Title IV. Title Il
enables U.S. nationals to bring lawsuits in federal court against foreign
governments, companies, and individuals who “traffic” in expropri-
ated U.S. property. However, it gives the president the power to delay
implementation indefinitely (six months at a time) if he determines that
the delay would be in the national interest of the United States and
would facilitate a democratic transition in Cuba. Title IV denies entry
into the United States of foreigners who traffic in expropriated property
claimed by U.S. citizens. Corporate executives, owners, controlling
shareholders and their immediate families, and agents would be pro-
hibited from entering the United States except for medical reasons of to
contest legal action taken against them because of their trafficking:
Another important provision of the law codifies all existing economi¢
sanctions against Cuba, including the embargo. It will now take an act
of Congress to change the embargo. Helms-Burton also authorizes cufs
in U.S assistance to countries providing aid to Cuba, such as Russia, I
an amount equal to the aid supplied by these countries.

The most evident impact of the new legislation has been not on Cub?
but on the Europeans, Canadians, and Mexicans, all of whom hav¢
objected strongly to the provisions that allow the United States to
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- ose sanctions on countries that traffic in confiscated U._S: proPerty.
rast to their limited response to similar types of provisions in the
uba Democracy Act, the Europeans, Canadians, and Mexicans
. articular have implemented so-called antidote legislation to counter
mlfatever sanctions are applied against them under Helms-Burton.

v In addition, the Europeans have brought the case before the World
Trade Organization (WTO), despite the fact that Washington claims that
Helms-Burton is not a trade issue but an issue of U.S. national security.
Under the organization’s rules, this would place the case outside of the
WTO's jurisdiction, at least as far as Washington is concerned. The
United States also has repeatedly pointed out that Helms-Burton does
not prohibit or penalize third-country trade with, or investment in
Cuba, as many critics of the legislation claim or imply. Instead, it targets
trade or investment involving former U.S. properties that have been
confiscated illegally by the Castro government. In addition, the law
does not provide for U.S. sanctions resulting from such trafficking to be
applied in foreign countries (i.e., extraterritorially) but rather only
within the United States. Thus, foreign companies “trafficking” in con-
fiscated U.S. property in Cuba cannot be sued under Helms-Burton in
the country in which their headquarters are located. Instead, legal
claims can be made only against foreign subsidiaries of such companies
within the United States. These arguments have done little to assuage
the Europeans. For their part, the Canadians and Mexicans have
announced that they are planning to contest the compatibility of
Helms-Burton with the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA).

The more immediate and strident reaction from Europeans to
Helms-Burton may have more to do with Middle Eastern oil than with
_Cuba. At the time that Helms-Burton became law, other legislation
Involving sanctions against third countries that trade with Libya and
Ira‘n was making its way through the U.S. Congress. It was easier to
object to the third-party sanctions embodied in the Cuba law, which
had been passed already, than to a law that did not yet exist. More
'Mportant, the U.S. national security rationale for third-party sanctions
::)uld be challenged more easily in the case of Cuba than in the cases of

ates currently engaged in terrorist activities, such as Iran and Libya.
Eurvgashlngton apparently was caught off guard by the strong negative
qUenIt)ean reaction to Helms-Burton and has tried to work out a subse-
their I_Ct?ml?rormse. The Europeans have agreed temporarily to suspend
ingtor: t8at10n over Helms-Burton in the WTO and to work with Wash-
ew in 0 develop “binding disciplines” that would “inhibit and deter”
Vestment in illegally confiscated property in Cuba and other

In cont
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i 1997, the E
countries. If no agreement was reached by October 15, p uro.
peans said they would revive their case before the World Trade Orgap;. |

zation. (In fact, the deadline passed without an agreement or a r‘_*n.eWed
WTO challenge.) As of this writing, the Europeans I'lave begn willing t,
apply such new rules only to private property c_onﬁscgted in the future
rather than to already confiscated property. This continues to be unac-
ble to the United States.

Cepltfaan agreement satisfactory to the United States is reached, the
Clinton administration has promised to ask Congress to suspend the
visa restriction provisions of Title IV. Washington also would. like
the Europeans to press Castro more strongly to respect humar} ng}}ts
and hold free and fair elections. So far they have agreed to do 80 in prin-
ciple, although how the principle will be implemented remains to be
seen. If the Europeans and others really do help c.:levelop new interna-
tional rules regarding confiscated property, this would have to be
regarded as an important positive impact of Helms—Bgrton.

The same point can be made regarding a more active stance.by 'd}e
Europeans in support of human rights and free and fair elections in
Cuba. Until now the Castro government has been able to play the
Europeans and the Americans against each other. In the process, Cuba
has avoided becoming the object of a concerted effort on the part gf
Western democracies to force Castro to end his dic’fatonal rule. Itis
unlikely that European rhetoric, unsupported by actions, would hle:vle1
any major impact on his behavior. It could, however, further wea ere
Castro’s already diminished legitimacy and perhaps encourage mo
action on the part of his opponents within Cuba. usion

In the meantime, it is difficult to come to a definitive conc usll g
regarding the impact of Helms-Burton on the Cuban economy. T('lhe :en
has been in existence for over two years. It is generally concedeinil f!wy
by critics, that economic sanctions act much more slo.m.rly thaur;lf a;ibil‘
force, for example, the alternative whose upaccept'ablhty or ed e
ity has often led to the adoption of economic sanctions as a §ect01;
option. To date, there is no consensus regarding what constitu es vt
sonable waiting period before evaluating whether sar'1ct10rlul
worked. It seems doubtful, however, that any conclusion ¢O it
reached reasonably before five years or more have elapsed. $e§0r; s;ess‘
difficult to come by accurate data that would allow a reahstlcem
ment of the legislation’s impact, sincg the thbart governn;t o
stopped publishing information regarding fo'relgn investme
island. Havana has justified its decision as motivated by a des -y
tect foreign investors from being sanctiqngd under Helms-.]it;r O

may well be true. On the other hand, it is equally plausible

ire to P17 |
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Castro government is refusing to publish such data because they show
jgnificant decline in new foreign investment.
a SBaSed on media accounts as well as reports from foreign diplomats
pased in Cuba, few of the biggest foreign investors have withdrawn
from the island as a result of Helms-Burton. What some companies,
such as Sherritt or Melia Hotels, have done is sell or spin off their U.S.-
pased subsidiaries so as to avoid incurring sanctions under Helms-
Burton. The Mexican telecommunications company, Domos, has
packed out of its deal with the Cuban government, in part because of
Helms-Burton and in part because of its own economic difficulties.
Anecdotal evidence shows that a number of European banks have
reneged on promised loans out of fear of incurring sanctions under
Helms-Burton. Those that continue to lend to Cuba are charging inter-
est rates ranging between 16 and 20 percent, and the loans are for less
than a year.

What is more difficult to measure is how the size and pace of new
foreign investments in Cuba since Helms-Burton compare with what
occurred prior to the implementation of the law. One is hard put to cite
new, big foreign investments in Cuba since mid-1996, apart from one or
two exceptions in the mining and tourism sectors. At the same time,
there is growing evidence that Cuba’s economic difficulties are increas-
ing, despite the limited number of economic reforms implemented after
the Soviet collapse. After announcing that the 1997 harvest would
exceed the 1996 one by 20 percent, the harvest proved smaller than that
of the preceding year. The Cuban government also has claimed that the
7.5 percent economic growth achieved in 1996 was proof that Helms-
Burtf)n was not working. Carlos Lage, Cuba’s economic “czar,” admit-
ted in December 1997, however, that the gross domestic product
:afreafse for 1997 gqualed only 2.5 percent, or less than half the growth
gos of the pre§edmg year.* In addition, it is doubtful that the Cuban
; ernment VYIH be able to repay the $330 million loan that it incurred
vest Percent interest to finance the necessary inputs for the 1997 har-

- And the $1.7 billion trade deficit that Cuba accrued in 1996 is

e ) \ 1 :
y:ff;tffv;? be even larger in 1997. This represents the fifth consecutive

ot ;h Cuba’s .trade balancse has deteriorated.’

o govein asbeen c1t.ed' as the bright spot in the Cuban economy, with
woulq gennment Pfecyc'tlng tha't gross "mcome from tourism in 1997
Wants lezrat? $1.6 bﬂhon. Th.e impression that the Castro government
Offset an dVe 1s that increases in revenues from tourism will more than
Note, hoy amage done to Cuba by Helms-Burton. It is important to
i wever, that although gross income from tourism has been
$o have the costs of imports and other inputs necessary to
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sustain the tourism industry. Specifically, such costs have increaseq "
from 38 percent of gross revenue in 1990 to 67 percent in 1996. Adjugt.

ing for this, net revenue from tourism in 1996 was only about $429 ;).

lion, an amount that does not even begin to compensate for the income

that Cuba will lose as a result of the decline in the 1997 sugar harvest x

The extent to which Cuba’s recent economic problems are specifi.
cally the result of Helms-Burton or, for that matter, any of the earlier leg.
islation, including the embargo and the Cuba Democracy Act, will

remain debatable. This reinforces a point made earlier. If Cuba’s eco- |

nomic performance had shown a sustained improvement, or at least
had avoided a decline over a number of years, critics of U.S. economic
sanctions likely would have proclaimed them a failure. Now that
Cuba’s economic performance shows a noted decline over the first year
of the existence of Helms-Burton, however, sanction critics will be

tempted to attribute the weaker economic performance to the Cuban |

government’s own misguided economic policies, poor weather in
Cuba, low world sugar prices, high world oil prices, the continuing fall-
out from the end of Soviet aid, and the globalization of the world econ-
omy, among others.

The fact remains, however, that the first year of Helms-Burton coin-
cides with a dramatic fall in Cuba’s economic growth rate over the
preceding year from 7.8 percent in 1996 to 2.5 percent in 1997. This fact
will leave the Castro government with no alternative but to undertake
a new round of economic reforms. Fidel Castro loathes capitalism but
wants and needs capital. He therefore will try to have his cake and eat
it too, mainly by implementing economic reforms that encourage the
entry of new capital or increase his government’s hard-currency eart-
ings without seriously undermining his control over the Cuban ecor
omy or people. In a sense, Castro is seeking his own version of the
Chinese reform process, but without going as far in allowing private
ownership as the Chinese have gone. He is restricting the reform
process because he knows that it is easier for an opposition movement
with access to resources to overthrow the government of an island Of.
million people than to overthrow the government of a huge country
China with a billion inhabitants.

Conclusion
omic sanc

During the past 36 years, the strongest supporters of econ
tions against Cuba have hoped, if not believed, that the sanctions WO
lead to the overthrow or collapse of the Castro regime. Measut®
against these goals, the sanctions clearly have failed.
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Measured against the less ambitious goal of transforming the behav-
;or of the Castro government, however, the sanctions have produced
mixed results. They were least effective during the Cold War, when
Cuba received bi.llions pf dollars in Soviet aid annually. Since the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union and the termination of Moscow’s aid, the
sanctions have had more of an impact. They have not been definitive in
explaining recent changes in Cuban economic policy. They have, how-
ever, helped exacerbate Cuba’s hard-currency crisis, thereby adding to
the pressures on the Cuban leader to liberalize parts of the economy.
The embargo also has imposed economic costs on both sides; one study,
for example, conc%ufies that trade between Cuba and the United States
could reach $6.5 billion a year after the first few years following the lift-
ing of the embargo."”

The rpainter}ance of the U.S. embargo against Cuba has, however,
become mcreagmgly cqntrqversial since the Soviet collapse, particularly
among U.S. al'hes. Thel'r criticism has grown in direct proportion to the
degree to which Washington’s Cuba sanctions directly have affected
their interests. Had the United States not tightened the embargo several
years after the Cold War ended., it is likely that the Europeans, Canadi-
a(ijr:lst,) :Ir‘lizlthe.rs would havg tacitly accepte_d its remaining in place. The
oen A fe%ceagll community, howe\'rer, w1t}} the support of significant
Sovier g e Cugcrahc and Republfcan legislators, viewed the end of
Thetoton it emba as an opportunity to fgrce change on the island.
and them in 000 bartg}:) VI\_rIas1 tightened, fl.l'St in 1992 by the Torricelli bill

The time covergd be tl?esnels ];?l‘];rmf_\ bl'l;
period during which zlhe Castro ggglterlf\lmeesn?l;;()St Perf?CﬂY New t'he
limited reforrs, The vens 1900 & 1 . s‘experl‘mented with
Soviet aid. It 1. ther};fore d'fﬁ l(])lwever, also coincides with the end to
Torricelli bl c,ontributeé tl é ]: t,o ;ort out the degree to which the

ecame clear rather qichy }o\ uba’s ard-currengy problemg What
Subsidiaries from £ qd. y, however, was that i.:he bill was keeping U.S.
oreign ones to o srgl Tn}:;gg ?;Ltth anii investing in cuba whilg allowing
Sition to the bil] o th.e o t,‘:xp ains the essentlal.ly rhetorical oppo-
Who then, toop on gni};iar of the Europeans, Canadians, and Mexicans
e fact that tha Tognt lf?)rllltl ::;gons to follow @ough on their threats.
uba Partially to ntfect dho | i ncf)t affgct fqrelgr} sub51c%1aries enabled
MMyt ot e tci)ss o quu?t alc.i with capital from non-
to mobilige o a'inst ile:c on l:o this situation, some U.S. businesses

orts to loe th% : e embargo.

down of the U.g is loophole began to be made even before the shoot-
althoyey, :p ;- Private planes by the Cuban MiGs in February 1996
Bh it is not clear that the most controversi g i
versial parts of the Helms-

8an
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Burton bill would have survived intact were it not for the groundswa)
of support generated by this incident. Precisely because Helms-Burtc,
raised the costs to foreign companies of dealing with Cuba, howeyg,
it generated significant opposition on the part of the Europeans, Cana.
dians, and Mexicans. On the other hand, the greater effectivenegs of
Helms-Burton in tightening the embargo could force the Cuban goy.
ernment to implement even more liberal economic reforms in the com.
ing years. One unanswerable question is, therefore, whether the
benefits of Helms-Burton ultimately will justify its costs.

Assuming for the moment that Helms-Burton succeeds in forcing Cuba
to open its economy further in order to attract more foreign capital, an
additional question is whether such reforms ultimately will lead toa
change of government in Cuba. Such a question may never be answerable.
Indeed, even if the Castro regime were to collapse suddenly, supporters of
the tightened embargo would claim victory while opponents would argue
its essential irrelevance and attribute Castro’s fall to other factors.

One other important question concerning the effectiveness of the
embargo has, to date, received little attention. This is the issue of Cuba
after Fidel and whether a transition to democracy and a market econ-
omy in a post-Castro Cuba would be easier or harder to achieve if the
embargo remains in place.

Most embargo opponents argue that its removal would make for a
more peaceful and successful transition to democracy in Cuba. Usually
they have refrained from asking that the embargo be lifted uncondi-
tionally. Instead, they have advocated a quid pro quo approach, that s,
a partial lifting of the embargo in response to some change for the bet-
ter in the Castro regime in the area of human rights, democracy, and the
like.!® This approach—essentially one of conditional or constructive
engagement—has failed in the past and likely will fail in the future,
since Castro will never willingly allow himself to be seen as succumb-
ing to Washington’s directives. He may play with the idea of norm‘”’_l'
ization, but at the moment he perceives his control threatened, he w
act in a way so as to trigger U.S. backtracking. Therefore, those who
really believe that the lifting of the embargo will further U.S. interests
should be willing to press for its unconditional lifting. s

It also should be pointed out that there is no guarantee that Castr0
behavior would change for the better in the absence of the embarg0:
least during the Cold War, whenever Castro had surplus or even.bare :
adequate resources, he chose to embark on new adventures that inV 0
ably caused problems for the United States. There is no reaso”n |
believe that this option would no longer be available to him, giver La
America’s many social problems.
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Embargo supporters argue that by keeping it in place, it will be
harder for any future leader or for the Cuban military to maintain
«Fidelism” after the latter’s departure from the scene. Stated differently,
keeping the embargo in place should help ensure that something else is
tried after Fidel. Opponents, in turn, claim that by maintaining the
embargo, the most likely result of Fidel’s departure would be civil war
and either chaos or a military takeover.

In the end, the debate over the embargo and related sanctions may be
less about what works but rather about the political clout of those in the
United States who care strongly about the issue. This is particularly true
in the aftermath of the Cold War, when a U.S. president has a much
harder time going against domestic political interests in the name of a
larger U.S. security interest. As a result, as long as Cuban Americans
remain politically powerful and united in their support of the embargo
it will remain in place. And when change finally comes to Cuba, the);
will argue that their tenacity finally paid off. The embargo’s opponents
will reach exactly the opposite conclusion.
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Duvalier, Haiti was governed by a succession of short-lived
authoritarian regimes. In internationally monitored elections
held in December 1990, however, leftist priest Jean-Bertrand Aristide
won the presidency by a decisive majority and assumed office
two months later, after the army suppressed a coup attempt. As the
champion of Haiti’s masses, Aristide sought major changes in
the'vx‘fay th(? island was governed and its meager resources distributed.
f){natlct)l?}? fehtes grew increasingly worried about his encroachment
o .del? prerogatives and his countenance of extraparliamentary

Midation, and so seven months into his term the charismatic cleric

‘gggr::posed by his armed forces, led by Lieutenant General Raoul

FOLLOWING THE 1986 departure of dictator Frangois “Baby Doc”

maﬁisco;}}: afgamst Aristide raised two key questions for U.S. policy-
afains i'n Oed irst was whether outsiders should intervene in Haitian
faCtions_orr er to sh1f.t .the balance of power among local political
Sition g der,nmore specifically, to prevent the disruption of Haiti’s tran-
Vene, what Ocrlacy. Tl.le second' question was how they should inter-
Should ady %O]a} s the intervention should have, and what means it
time of ghe Ic)o. 0 Bush administration officials and many others at the
indeed be - llr-llf, the answers seemed relatively obvious: There should
and it pm ervent.10n, its goal should be the restoration of Aristide,
: ans should include regional diplomatic and economic sanc-

NS against Haj
; st Haiti i . . .
btePping aside. 1ti in order to pressure the post-Aristide regime into



